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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1,114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1. 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1 1/9/2005 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/9/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. With regards to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The language claims structuring the workstation request "in a manner 
substantially the same" as a host request. It is unclear what falls within and what would fall 
outside the scope of this limitation. It is understood that in most network systems there is no 
difference between a request between a workstation, or client, and a host, or server. In fact, we 
often define a particular computer as both a server and a workstation based on whether at the 
time it is requesting or sending transmission to another network device (see Newton's Telecom 
Dictionary, server definition). As such it is unexplained, what differences, if any exist in this 
case. There is nothing found in the specification by the examiner that would explain what 
differences exist so that the request is sent in a manner that is "substantially the same" but not 
actually be the same. 
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4. Applicant has also argued that there is no teaching in U.S. Patent 6,470,382 to Wang et 
al. of providing a direct connection from a workstation to a target device, without interrupting a 
host system (server). While applicant has correctly pointed out that the workstations (Clients 
306A-B) are coupled to the node in Fig. 3C, the workstations are also coupled directly to the 
target devices in Figs. 3 A and 3B. Further, the term direct connection in the specification makes 
clear that the connection is "direct" in that it does not necessitate the use of the host or server. 
This is not necessary in any of the embodiments. The node devices in Fig. 3C act as a pass 
through to the communications that are sent through them and would not normally effect the 
communications. Wang also teaches that the workstations may establish direct connections with 
target netSCSI devices (Fig. 4A, column 8, line 58, through column 11, line 6) in the same way 
as direct SCSI requests from a host system (Fig. 4B, column 11, line 7, through column 13, line 
9). The arguments that the connections are not direct seem to apply only to one of the 
embodiments shown in the reference, and ignore the other to embodiments shown as Figs. 3 A 
and 3B. Applicant also argues that the connection is established over the network and is 
therefore not direct. It is unclear at this time how a network connection cannot be over a 
network. For these reasons, the arguments are not persuasive. However, in light of the 
amendments, and new rejections are set forth below. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claims 1, 10-12, and 21-25 are objected to because of the following informalities: These 
claims do not depend on an existing claim, as the claims from which they claim dependency 
have been cancelled by the previous amendment. Claim 1 is also objected to for including the 
word "sewer" where the word server should exist. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claims 1 and 13, and dependent claims 2-6, 8-12, 14-17, 19-25, and 27 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The 
claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and/or use the invention. With regards to claim 1 and 13, the specification does not teach a 
SCSI cable connection between the workstation and the target device though it is also unclear 
whether the connection between the workstation and the server in claim 1 is intended to be with 
a SCSI cable. 

8. Dependent claims 2-6, 8-12, 14-17, 19-25, and 27 are rejected for incorporating the same 
subject matter as the independent claims form which they depend. The claims will be interpreted 
as having a network connection between the workstation and the server. 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 2, 4, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

1 1 . With regards to claims 2 and 14, Applicant claims structuring the field of the SCSI 
request in a manner substantially the same as a direct SCSI request. It is unclear to what the 
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limitation substantially refers. It is unclear what falls within and what would fall outside the 
scope of this limitation. 

12. With regards to claim 4, Applicant claims structuring the field of the SCSI request in a 
manner substantially different than a direct SCSI request. It is unclear to what the limitation 
substantially refers. It is unclear what falls within and what would fall outside the scope of this 
limitation. 

13. The claims will be interpreted as acting within the bounds of the TCP/IP protocol. 

14. All further rejections and objections are made in view of the specification as best 
understood in light of the previous objections and rejections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 1-6, 8-17, and 19-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent 6,836,830 to Yamagami et al. in further view of the definitions servers from 
Newton's Telecom Dictionary and TCP/IP. 

17. With regards to claims 1 and 13, Yamagami teaches establishing network connections 
through a SCSI cable between a server (host 2b) and a target device (backup device 3) and 
between a server (host 2b) and a workstation (host 2a), (Fig. 1, elements 2a, 2b, 3, 12, and 17, 
column 4, lines 28-33) establishing a direct IP connection between a workstation making up part 
of a computer system and a target device on a network (Fig. 1, elements 2a, 3, and 17, column 4, 
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lines 20-27 and 42-47); encoding a SCSI request with a tag identifying the request as a SCSI 
request (inherent to accessing a SCSI device), and structuring the request with a request IP/ED 
(column 4, lines 20-27, inherent to the use of TCP/IP); sending the tagged SCSI request to the 
target device (column 4, lines 20-27); returning the request IP/ID of the SCSI request from the 
target device to the computer system (column 4, lines 20-27). Yamagami does not explicitly 
teach the use of the host being called a workstation. However, as evidenced by Newton's 
Telecom Dictionary, a terms server and client are simply labels that define the role that software 
performs for a particular transaction. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to use the by host 2a accessing backup storage target device 3 over a 
TCP/IP network connection, host 2a is acting as a client workstation that is requesting service 
over the network connection without the use of a server. 

1 8. With regards to claims 2 and 14, Yamagami teaches structuring and encoding the field of 
the SCSI request which is direct from the workstation (Fig. 1, column 4, lines 20-27) in a manner 
substantially the same as a direct SCSI request from a host system making up part of the 
computer system to a target device (Fig. 1 , column 4, lines 20-27, inherent to the use of a 
protocol defined network). Yamagami also inherently teaches the structuring and encoding 
being done using CTLD wherein the SCSI request is prefixed with a CTLD header that defines 
the request type and length, as this information is part of the defined packet headers required by 
TCP/IP. 

19. With regards to claims 6, 8, 17, and 19, Yamagami teaches the target device is a storage 
system (column 4, lines 28-33). 
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20. With regards to claims 9, 20, and 23, Yamagami teaches a server connected to the storage 
system through SCSI cable, a workstation connected to the server, and further comprising the 
workstation directly connected to the storage system for establishing the IP connection with the 
storage system (Fig. 1, column 4, lines 20-27). Yamagami teaches server client relationship 
establishment (Fig. 1, column 4, lines 20-27), This relationship is also inherent to the connection 
establishment under the TCP portion of the TCP/IP protocol. 

21 . With regards to claims 10, 21, and 25, Yamagami does not explicitly teach denying a 
connection from the workstation to the target device if a request from the workstation does not 
include a recognized IP/ID, but such a denial is inherent to TCP/IP, and thus this limitation must 
be inherently taught. 

22. With regards to claims 1 1 and 24, Yamagami does not explicitly teach denying a 
connection from the computer system to the target device if the time for reading a completed 
message exceeds a predetermined amount of time, but such a denial is inherent to TCP/IP, and 
thus this limitation must be inherently taught. 

23. With regards to claim 12, Yamagami teaches a direct connection is established on a 
network separate from a SCSI cable connection between the host system and the target device 
(Fig, 1, elements 2b, 3, and 12, column 4, lines 28-33). 

24. With regards to claims 3 and 15, Yamagami teaches sending SCSI request over an 
Ethernet connection using the TCP/IP protocol, but does not explicitly teach and the encoding 
including a data buffer containing data to allow the target device to read the data buffer using the 
established TCP/IP connection. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of 
invention that receive and transmit buffers were used in popular commercially available Ethernet 
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chips used to implement the LAN and EP environments taught by Yamagami. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use transmit and receive Ethernet buffering to 
facilitate SCSI transfers over a TCP/IP protocol. 

25. With regards to claim 4, Yamagami teaches sending SCSI request over an Ethernet 
connection using the TCP/IP protocol, but does not explicitly teach sending the data in 
conjunction with the SCSI request in a manner substantially different from direct SCSI requests 
from a host system to a target device, and which allows the host system to supply the data buffer 
without an explicit request from the target system, whereby the target system is allowed to 
receive the data immediately following the request without having to make an explicit request to 
obtain the data buffer. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of 
invention, that receive and transmit buffers were used in popular commercially available 
Ethernet chips. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use transmit and 
receive Ethernet buffering to facilitate SCSI transfers over a TCP/IP protocol. 

26. With regards to claims 5 and 16, Yamagami does not explicitly teach sending SCSI 
request over an Ethernet connection using the TCP/IP protocol and returning a data buffer 
generated by the target device to the workstation using the established TCP/IP connection. 
However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of invention, that receive and 
transmit buffers were used in popular commercially available Ethernet chips. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use transmit and receive Ethernet buffering to 
facilitate SCSI transfers over a TCP/IP protocol. 

27. With regards to claims 26 and 27, Yamagami inherently teaches a computer system 
comprises a host and a workstation connected directly thereto, each containing software for 
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cooperation with each other and further comprising operating said software to construct SCSI 
requests to send over a direct TCP/IP connection between the workstation and target device (Fig. 
1 , column 4, lines 20-27), as the systems work together at least in the recognition and handling of 
broadcast data. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua D. Schneider whose telephone number is (571) 272-4158. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Huynh can be reached on (571) 272-4147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 


JDS 



